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DETAILED ACTION 



1. In view of newly found prior art issued after the date of the previous office action 
(February 3,2006) , and prosecution on the merits remains open. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 50 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brotman et al 
(5917889) in view of Gould et al (6839669) . 

As per claim 50, Brotman et al (5917889) teaches a method of capturing a search query 
specified by a user by telephone ( Brotman et al (5917889) , col. 4 lines 5-15; col. 4 lines 
15-30), the method comprising: 

"receiving from the user an indication", "of the characters contained in the search 
query, said indication of, "characters being specified at least in part as telephone keypad 
entries" as the user entering DTMF strings corresponding to the query of the user (col. 4 
lines 15-27); 
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"receiving from the user a voice utterance that represents the entire search query" 
(fig. 2 5 subblock 650); 

"interpreting the voice utterance using a voice recognition grammar that 
corresponds to the indication of, "of characters, said voice recognition grammar 
specifying valid utterances" as the system of Brotman et al (5917889) creates a limited 
domain recognition grammar from the set of characters (Fig. 2, subblock 630), interprets 
the speech utterance according to the new grammar (Fig. 2, subblocks 650-700), and 
validating the utterance (Fig. 2, subblock 690,700,710, and 730). 

The system of Brotman et al (5917889V however, does not explicitly teach using 
a subset of the character string to be input by the keypad; however, Gould et al (6839669) 
teaches a speech recognition system (col. 1 lines 58-62) wherein a partial spelling of a 
whole word is used to further limit domain choices (Fig. 34B; as the characters of the 
word "kibitzers" is entered as "kibi", the system actively reduces the domain into values 
that match the initial "kibi"). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art of speech recognition to modify the recognition program as taught by 
Brotman et al (5917889) with a limited number of characters because it would 
advantageously offer the user a choice of corresponding words from the grammar, rather 
than limiting the choices (to be a single choice - confirmation or rejecting of a closest 
match) ( Gould et al (68396691 col. 79 lines 39-56). 



4. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the combination of 
Bennett et al (6377927) in view of Gould et al (6839669) 
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As per claim 1 , Bennett et al (6377927) teaches prompting a user to enter a voice 
query for searching a domain of items (as using a search tool for a portal — col.2 lines 52- 
60), wherein the input is voice input (fig. 1, speech input, subblcok 155 to the internet 
portal), and the results are presented back to the user, via voice (fig. 1 , subblock 159). 
The voice recognition uses a voice optimized database to interpret the user's input (Fig. 
11a, subblocks 1 101,1 106; col. 24, line 53 - col. 25 line 50). Bennett et al (6377927) also 
teaches updating the dictionaries/grammars based on previous successful recognition 
searches performed by the user (col. 27 line 30 - col. 28 line 14). 

Bennett et al (6377927) does not explicitly teach prompting the user to submit a 
set of characters with respect to the original input, however, Gould et al (6839669) 
teaches a speech recognition system (col. 1 lines 58-62) wherein a partial spelling of a 
whole word is used to further limit domain choices (Fig. 34B; as the characters of the 
word "kibitzers" is entered as "kibi", the system actively reduces the domain into values 
that match the initial "kibi"). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art of speech recognition to modify the recognition program as taught by 
Bennett et al (6377927) with a limited number of characters because it would 
advantageously offer the user a choice of corresponding words from the grammar, rather 
than limiting the choices (to be a single choice - confirmation or rejecting of a closest 
match) ( Gould et al (6839669), col. 79 lines 39-56). 
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5. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of 
Weber (6434524) . 

As per claims 1,14, Loghmani et al (6377927) teaches prompting a user to enter a 
voice query for searching a domain of items (as use inputting a query to shop for books - 
col. 9 line 58 - col. 10 line 10), wherein the input is voice input (fig. 10, via telephone, 
and thru voice query - col. 10 line 10), and the results are presented back to the user, via 
voice (col. 10 lines 25-29). The voice recognition uses a voice optimized database to 
interpret the user's input (col. 4 lines 38-55; fig. 6). 

Loghmani et al (6377927) does not explicitly teach prompting the user to submit 
a set of characters with respect to the original input, however, Brotman et al (5917889) 
teaches a processing environment wherein the system prompts a user for character input 
(col. 1 lines 40-55), narrowing down the domain based on the character input (Fig. 2, 
subblock 630); creating a dynamic grammar based upon the character input (Fig. 2, 
subblock 630), and prompting the user to input the voice version of the character input 
(Fig. 2, subblocks 640-690). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art of speech recognition to add to the speech recognition process of 
Loghmani et al (6377927) a prompt for the user to specify characters and to verify the 
input because it would advantageously reduce the domain field of choices, as well as 
improving the accuracy process in using the dual character input and followup speech 



Application/Control Number: 09/650, 1 73 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2626 

verification ( Brotman et al (5917889), col. 1 lines 40-45, referring back to col. 1 lines 10- 
26). 

To summarize, the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of Brotman 
et al (5917889) teaches a system performing a voice query to search a domain of items, 
returning a domain of results based on the voice query, prompting the user to enter 
characters, the system generating a further limited domain, the system prompting an 
utterance indicative of the characters, and the system inquiring if the generated string is 
the intended string. 

The combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of Brotman et al 
(5917889) does not explicitly teach updating the dynamic grammar to reflect valid 
utterances, however, Weber (6434524) teaches the updating of dynamic grammar based 
upon successful utterance matches ( Weber (6434524), , col. 13 lines 13-23). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of speech recognition 
technologies to modify the teachings of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of Brotman et 
al (5917889) with updating the dynamic grammar for the user because it would 
advantageously deal with the voice idiosyncrasies of individual users ( Weber (6434524), 
col. 13 lines 23-24). 



As per claim 2, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524), Brotman et al (5917889) 
teaches "prompting a user query term" as N character submission (col. 4 lines 36-41) 
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As per claims 3-6, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Weber (6532444) teaches 
using subcategories labeled as "author" (Weber, col. 6 lines 56-63), as well as Loghmani 
et al (6377927) (col. 10, line 1) 

As per claim 7, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al (5917889) 
teaches user selected keypad entry (col. 4 lines 36-41) 

As per claim 8, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al (5917889) 

teaches "user uttering the characters and using the keypad entries of the character" as 

using utterances to match (col. 4 lines 15-35). 

As per claim 9, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al (5917889) 
teaches dynamic grammar usage (col. 4 lines 47-52) 



As per claim 1 0, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (59 17889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al (5917889) 
teaches extracting text from a subset of items derived from a database (col. 5 lines 25-30) 
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As per claim 1 1 , using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al (5917889) 
teaches storage of the subset (col. 5 lines 18-24) 

As per claim 12, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al (5917889) 
teaches a fixed number of input characters (col. 5 lines 25-30) 

As per claim 13, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al (5917889) 
teaches determination of a threshold number of characters (col. 5 lines 25-30). 

6. Claims 15-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of 
Weber (6434524) . 

As per claims 15,16,24-26,33,35,36,40-43,48-51,54,55 Loghmani et al (6377927) 
teaches prompting a user to enter a voice query for searching a domain of items (as use 
inputting a query to shop for books -col. 9 line 58 - col. 10 line 10), wherein the input is 
voice input (fig. 10, via telephone, and thru voice query - col. 10 line 10), and the results 
are presented back to the user, via voice (col. 10 lines 25-29). The voice recognition 
uses a voice optimized database to interpret the user's input (col. 4 lines 38-55; fig. 6). 
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Loghmani et al (63779271 does not explicitly teach prompting the user to submit 
a set of characters with respect to the original input, however, Brotman et al (5917889) 
teaches a processing environment wherein the system prompts a user for character input 
(col. 1 lines 40-55), narrowing down the domain based on the character input (Fig. 2, 
subblock 630); creating a dynamic grammar based upon the character input (Fig. 2, 
subblock 630), and prompting the user to input the voice version of the character input 
(Fig. 2, subblocks 640-690). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art of speech recognition to add to the speech recognition process of 
Loghmani et al (6377927) a prompt for the user to specify characters and to verify the 
input because it would advantageously reduce the domain field of choices, as well as 
improving the accuracy process in using the dual character input and followup speech 
verification ( Brotman et al (5917889), col. 1 lines 40-45, referring back to col. 1 lines 10- 
26). 

To summarize, the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of Brotman 
et al (5917889) teaches a system performing a voice query to search a domain of items, 
returning a domain of results based on the voice query, prompting the user to enter 
characters, the system generating a further limited domain, the system prompting an 
utterance indicative of the characters, and the system inquiring if the generated string is 
the intended string. 

The combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of Brotman et al 
(5917889) does not explicitly teach updating the dynamic grammar to reflect valid 
utterances, however, Weber (6434524) teaches the updating of dynamic grammar based 
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upon successful utterance matches ( Weber (6434524), , col. 13 lines 13-23). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of speech recognition 
technologies to modify the teachings of Loghmani et al (63779271 in view of Brotman et 
al (5917889) with updating the dynamic grammar for the user because it would 
advantageously deal with the voice idiosyncrasies of individual users ( Weber (6434524), 
col. 13 lines 23-24). 

As per claims 17-19,20,27, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in 
view of Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Weber (6532444) 
teaches using subcategories labeled as "author" (Weber, col. 6 lines 56-63), as well as 
Loghmani et al (6377927) (col. 10, line 1). 

As per claims 20,29,44,45, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in 
view of Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al 

(5917889) teaches "prompting a user query term" as N character submission (col. 4 

lines 36-41) 



As per claims 21,22, and 32,46, using the combination of Loghmani et al 
(6377927) in view of Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524), 
Brotman et al (5917889) teaches user selected keypad entry (col. 4 lines 36-41) 
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As per claims 23,37, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view 
of Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al 
(5917889) teaches determination of a threshold number of characters (col. 5 lines 25-30). 

As per claims 28,38, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view 
of Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al 
(5917889) teaches storage of the subset (col. 5 lines 18-24) 

As per claim 30, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Weber (6532444) teaches 
using subcategories labeled as "author" (Weber, col. 6 lines 56-63), as well as Loghmani 
et al (6377927) (col. 10, line 1). 

As per claim 31, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (5917889) in farther view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al (5917889) 
teaches a fixed number of input characters (col. 5 lines 25-30) 

As per claim 33, the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view of 
Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) teaches the first query as 
the voice query, and then a second query as the character input/voice verification input, 
as discussed above. 
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As per claims 34,47, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view 
of Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al 
(5917889) teaches dynamic grammar usage (col. 4 lines 47-52) 



As per claims 39,51,54, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in 
view of Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al 
(5917889) teaches extracting text from a subset of items derived from a database (col. 5 
lines 25-30) 

As per claims 46,52, using the combination of Loghmani et al (6377927) in view 
of Brotman et al (5917889) in further view of Weber (6434524) , Brotman et al 
(5917889) teaches "user uttering the characters and using the keypad entries of 
the character" as using utterances to match (col. 4 lines 15-35). 



Response to Arguments 



7. Applicant's arguments filed 6/29/06 have been considered. Examiner notes the 
introduction of the Bennett reference (7050977), and the application of the reference to 
independent claim 1 . The rebuttal to applicant's previous response follows below (for the 
purposes of continuity): As to the clarification of claim 30, examiner has included the rejection 
of claim 30 noted above (examiner also notes that the claim scope of claim 30 is very similar to 
the claim scope of claim 3, which was addressed in the previous office action). The status of 
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claims 17-19, and 27 is clear as per the obviousness rejection presented in the office action. As 
to the argument presented in the last paragraph on page 4 of the response, examiner argues that 
the combination of the Loghmani and Brotman references would make the process more 
accurate. As per the discussion on page 5 of the response with respect to the Weber reference, 
examiner notes that the Weber reference is introduced for the purposes of updating the dynamic 
grammar (of which limitation was of concern to the applicant on pages 7-8 of the response dated 
5/24/2004). With respect to the arguments presented in the first two paragraphs on page 6 of the 
response, examiner argues that the need of Loghmani reference is to perform a speech 
recognition along with character identification. The character identification of Brotman would 
further resolve any voice recognition ambiguities, and the voice recognition aspect of Loghmani 
would further limit any character entry ambiguities. In fact, on page 4 of the response, the 
applicant argues an increase in efficiency when combining both techniques. Continuing to the 
following paragraph on page 6 of the response, examiner argues that applicant's representative 
contradicts himself with the statement referring to the combination of the two references being 
an unnecessarily burdensome process because on page 3 (in the discussion of the Loghmani et al 
reference) of the response, the process of Loghmani produces multiple possible results for the 
query (and clearly reducing that number of possible results would improve the accuracy and 
speed of the system, via character limitation as taught by Brotman). In fact, reversing the two 
references would also lead an improvement in the recognition accuracy and speed, because the 
voice recognition would reduce the number of interactions of the user with character recognition 
results (in the Brotman reference). With respect to applicant's arguments on the bottom of page 
6 to the Weber reference, examiner argues that the introduction of the Weber reference is to 
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teach updating of the dynamic grammars to reflect valid utterances. The application of the 
Weber reference answers the concern of the applicant in the response dated 5/24/2004, age 2-8, 
and to the argument of creating a dynamic grammar (and in fact, also located on page 7 of 
applicant's current response). As per applicant's arguments on page 8 of the response, examiner 
disagrees with the arguments towards "a portion" and notes that the current claim language refers 
to "a portion of the search query" and not a "portion of the characters" of the search query - in 
the case of applicant's example of Brotman entering digits "4", "7", and "2", the user may be 
entering "IRA", however, there are 27 character possibilities out of the three numbers, such as 
"GPA", "GPB", "GPK", "GRA", ...."ISC". The possible search query is a set of 27 
possibilities, in this instance, with the user wanting "IRA" as a subset, or portion, of the overall 
set of 27 possibilities. Furthermore, the set of 27 possibilities in itself represent a subset of all 9 
keypad character possibilities; in other words, Brotman represents a reduction in the set of 
possible search queries. Furthermore, applicant's representative fails to provide arguments to the 
combination of the references -> one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d413 ? 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091,231 USPQ 375 
(Fed. Cir. 1986). 

With respect to the rebuttal against claim 15, examiner notes that the rebuttal with respect 
to a portion of the query is addressed above (the paragraph preceding this paragraph), and that 

the "Claim 15 also recites Office Action", the applicant is Applicant's arguments fail to 

comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1(b) because they amount to a general allegation that the claims define 
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a patentable invention without specifically pointing out how the language of the claims 
patentably distinguishes them from the references. 

With respect to the common rebuttal points against claims 24,33,43, and 50 examiner 
points to the arguments presented above. 

Examiner also notes that applicant's representative is missing arguments as to how the 
current claim limitations differ from the combination of references as presented by the examiner 
-> one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are 
based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 



Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Please note the Thorpe et al (6999563) reference. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Opsasnick, telephone number (571)272-7623, 
who is available Tuesday-Thursday, 9am-4pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Richemond Dorvil, can be reached at (571)272-7602. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



mno 
8/13/06 



Michael T^f Opsasnick 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2626 



